
BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN DRAFT EIS 
Briefing Paper for CEQ Meeting, Week of 5.5.14 

• Implementation of the BDCP would result in diminished fi:eshwater flows through the Delta, which would 
cause or exacerbate: 

o Potentially pennanent violations of water quality standards (EC, salinity, possibly others); 
o Adverse effects on existing beneficial uses, such as mlmicipal water supply, agricultural water 

supply, and protection of aquatic life; 
o Potentially pennanent degradation of habitat conditions for aquatic life, precluding recove1y of 

endangered fish populations and restoration of the estuarine ecosystem. 
• The DEIS is: 

o Extremely cumbersome (comprising 34,000 pages) and confusing; 
o Inconsistent in its analysis of the altematives; 
o Full of unsupported conclusions about impacts; and 
o Overly optimistic in the face of significant uncertainty regarding potential perfonnance of the 

proposed tunnels and the viability of the proposed habitat restoration projects. 
• Reasonable altematives with potentially reduced impacts were not evaluated. 

The DEIS includes unsupported conclusions and 
mcons1stent Impacts to unresolved disagreements among the action agencies. 
This is acknowledged by the action agencies, who anticipate making substantial changes before publishing the 
FEIS. NEP A is a public disclosure Given that all · · · in the · 
and the analysis after the DEIS, 

Background: 

What is the BDCP? 
The BDCP is a Habitat Conservation Plan that is being developed to supp01t the issuance of an Incidental Take 
Pennit under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act for continued operation of Central Valley Project and 
State Water Project water facilities. A major component of the Proposed Project and most altematives is 
construction and operation of tunnels (Conservation Measure 1) to convey Sacramento River water under the 
Delta to the existing pumps. The DEIS pmp01ts to analyze this component at a project level. Other 
components include ecosystem restoration and sti·essor reduction measures (CM2-22), which the DEIS analyzes 
at a programmatic level. 

EPA Involvement: 
• EPA has been a cooperating agency since 2008. 
• Region 9 staff have routinely participated in meetings with the lead federal agencies during development 

of the BDCP and DEIS for several years. 
• Senior EPA officials have pruticipated in interagency meetings convened by CEQ for at least the past 

yeru·. 
• EPA provided critical comments on the draft BDCP and the Administi·ative DEIS in April 2012 and July 

2013. 



Interested Pa1ties 
• The federal lead agencies (USFWS, NMFS, and BOR) publicly provided highly critical comments on 

their own Administrative DEIS in July 2013, and have an ongoing list of outstanding issues. 
• The Califomia Deprutment of Water Resources is the State lead agency. The HCP and the EIS/EIR are 

funded by the water exp01ters ("the applicants") and ru·e being prepared by consultants directed 
primru·ily by DWR. 

• Independent scientists and public committees have weighed in critically with over half a dozen rep01ts. 
• Govemor Brown supp01ts doing "something" . 
• Senator Feinstein supp01ts the BDCP; other Congressionals ru·e mixed. 
• Environmental organizations and in-Delta users ru·e opposed. 

Next Steps for EPA: 
(1) Request Jru·ed Blumenfeld's concmTence on the proposed rating; briefing scheduled for 5/7 
(2) Complete intem al review and editing of Detailed Comments (tru·get date: 5/12) 
(3) Schedule briefings for Cynthia Giles and Ken Kopocis during week of 5/12 
(4) Send letter and Detailed Comments to OFA by 5114 for HQ review 
(5) Complete Communication Strategy by 5/16 
(6) Briefing for Administrator 5/20 at 12PM EST (note: RA/AA mid-year meetings in DC that week) 
(7) Receive HQ comments by 5/23; incmporate edits/resolve any HQ concems; 
(8) Send Final Draft to Jared, Cynthia and Ken on 6/2; await Cynthia's approval 

(Note: KMG will be at HQ 6/3-5 for NEPA/309 National Meeting) 
(9) Jared signs letter; ERS sends fmal comments to USFWS/NMFS/BOR on 6/13/14. 




